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Foreword

Modern law enforcement executives, of necessty, are continudly confronted with changing
management and operationa methods. The organizationa trangitions discussed in John Naishitt'sthird
and fina book, Power Shift have not bypassed the criminal justice sector of our society. The shift from
anationa economy to aworld economy hasitspardld in ashift from our traditiona approachto crime
and disorder as a purely loca problem, to a recognition of crime as a nationd and even a world
problem. The"war on drugs' isaclear example. In hisfina book, Mr. Naishitt talks of a shift from
hierarchiesto networking and collaboration. Therapid acceptance of the Internet and the World Wide
Web isamanifestation of thistrend. Thispresent work servesasan example of the recognition of both
trends by the International Association of Directors of Law Enforcement Standards and Training and
the Nationd Highway Traffic Adminigtration.

As recently as 25 years ago, fewer than 20 states had established standards for the employment,
training, and retention of law enforcement and crimind justice officers. Today al 50 states have
enacted legidation or have, by means of executive order, created such commissions, boards, or
councils whose primary purposeis to develop and foster continuity and standardization within each
gate. IADLEST extends this trend to the 50 states and internationdly.

During amesting of the Internationa Association of Directors of Standards and Training held in duly,
1986, in South Caralina, theidea.of cooperating inthefirst-ever effort to identify and establish uniform
guiddinesfor abasic law enforcement driver training process was unanimoudy endorsed. IADLEST
aso0 determined that the guiddinesto be devel oped should be flexible enough to dlow for theincluson
of state and loca needs and mandates. The pages that follow are the result of the second such effort
and demondtrates not only the feasibility of arriving at a commonly accepted standards and training
curriculumfor emergency vehicle operation, but perhaps moreimportantly, therea ability of thesevera
states, effectively networking on a nationd basis, to discover common answers to vita training
guestions.

Theinitid publication of this Guide in 1989 and its republication in the form of this Second Edition
demondtrates conclusively that the states can work together and agree on Strategies for dedling with
critical law enforcement problems and issues. The role of the U.S. Department of Transportation,
Nationa Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), especidly Mr. Brian Traynor, in enabling
this achievement is gratefully acknowledged.

G. Kely Michelson, President

International Association of Directors
of Law Enforcement Standards and Training
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Preface

Law enforcement in America has come to redize that the cooperation of the public is an essentid
ingredient in meaningful and effective effortsto reduce crime and to improve public safety. Exciting new
programs in community policing, problem-oriented policing, and other innovations have shown the
vaue of community confidence in their law enforcement agencies. Enhanced community confidence
leads to better financid support, better cooperation during enforcement activities, and a better sense
of wel-being for citizens, and most importantly, reduced levels of crime.

Community confidence extendsto officer competence, aswell. Ascommunity memberscometo know
"their" officers better, they dso develop afairly good understanding of the strengths and weaknesses
of their officers. One of the mogt vishle and publicized activities of the police is driving, especidly
emergency vehicle operation and pursuits. It isimportant to provide a message to the public thet their
officers are as competent and well-managed in this critical activity as they are in the more traditiona
areas of firearms, arrest procedures, etc.

Professiond law enforcement leadersnow redlizethat driving iscertainly asdangerousas, and probably
more dangerous than the use of firearms and control tactics. While data is presently not available,
informed law enforcement leaderswill admit that about one-fourth to one-third of officer fatditiesoccur
inmotor-vehicle crashes. Thecost of law enforcement crashesishighindeed, not only in property loss,
but in fatditiesand injuries.

| know only too well the high cogt of thelack of training. While driving home one evening, my first wife
and 2-year old daughter werekilled and my 4-year old daughter was critically injured after being struck
broadsde by a patrol unit that ran astop sign a 100 mph while pursng a speeding motorcycle in a
resdential neighborhood. They became innocent victims of alaw enforcement pursuit involving alaw
enforcement officer who had not been trained in law enforcement driving.

It isreasonableto expect officersto receive as much training with emergency vehicleand pursuit driving
as they do with the use of issued firearms and other wegpons. While this seems logical, with few
exceptionsit rarely occurs. Often we hear opposition to additiona police driver training, noting that
it istoo expensive, unnecessary, thefacilitiesdo not exi, etc. Veteran police officershave experienced
firgt-hand the cost associated with vehicle crashes, induding those involving fellow officers. Good and
recurrent training is necessary. Good training is not too costly. Most professiondsin risk management
would argue that it istoo costly not to provide good and periodic vehicle training!
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This Guide points out that good training can be provided in small aress, it can be tailored to existing
fadilitiesand conditions, and it must compliment established departmenta policy. It is not necessary to
invest in expensve high-speed tracksin order to provide useful and effectivetraining. Whilesuch tracks
are awonderful resource, there are smply not enough of them to provide the frequency of training
required. Wemust providetraining, then, in thetypesof facilitiescommonly available, i.e., parking lots,
airports, wide roadways, €tc.

This Guide can be used by al sizes and types of law enforcement agenciesto develop meaningful and
effective driver training for al employees. | want to urge al law enforcement leaders, trainers, and
educatorsfor both persond and professiona reasonsto review thisGuidefor itsuseinyour department
Or agencies you serve.

Sheriff John Whetsd

Oklahoma County Sheriff's Office, Oklahoma City, OK
Pest President, International Association of Chiefs of Police
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About the Guide

The knowledge, sKkills, and attitudes that the average student bringsto abasic recruit training academy
are not sufficient for operating alaw enforcement vehicle. The type of vehicle driven by civilians and
law enforcement officersis amilar, but the actua driving task isdifferent. Thisbecomes very obvious
when comparing the collison rate for the generd population with that of law enforcement officers,
which is no less than twice as grest.

The rapidincreasein the number of civil suitsand thelarge monetary awardsrelated to driving incidents
are a primary concern of law enforcement agencies and those who insure them. Adverse court
decisons are the result of many factors: the adequacy of the collision investigation, the competence of
attorneys, the relationship between police and the community, the level of competence of the law
enforcement officer asadriver, etc. The competence of alaw enforcement officer'straining asadriver
isthe focus of this Guide.

The competence of a law enforcement officer as a driver has been challenged on the basis of
documented factors. Either no training was provided, or thetraining wasinadequate in someway: the
training for the physica performance of atask was restricted to classroom lectures, thetraining did not
address the causes of the collison a hand, and so forth. In defense, training administrators, at times,
have been unable to provide documentation to establish the vaidity of the driver training provided, nor
could they show common training Sandards across Smilar agenciesto giveface vdidity to thetraining.
Ingtructors called to testify have sometimes not been able to judtify the training on arationa bass.

These factors prompted the formation of a committee of members of the International Association of
Directors of Law Enforcement Standards and Training to address these issues first in 1986 and then
againin 1994. IADLEST gpplied to the Nationa Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
and entered into a Cooperative Agreement #DTNH22-93-Z-05245 to fund the project to update and
modernize the Guide from its 1989 publication.

|ADLEST members have once again committed staff time, money, and administrative resourcesto the
project to write a Second Edition of the"Guide." Thereview committee was made up of ageographic
representation of the Association membership, as well as "veterans' of the origind Guide project to
include representation from NHTSA.

The exact cause for the high rate of law enforcement vehicle collisons can not be precisdy stated
because many law enforcement agenciesdo not keep meaningful records. Those agenciesthat do keep
records do not use a sandardized format that alows compilation of dtatistics on anationd bass to
identify common causes of collisons, or to make comparisons between smilar agencies. Without a
vaid gatistical baseto identify the cause of collisonsit has been necessary for committee membersto
congruct these guidelines and compare them to existing driving programs.
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Colligon reduction is not tied solely to the qudity of driver training. A good recruit selection process
will eiminate applicantswho are poor driving risks. Management playsakey rolein reducing collisons
by providing well-considered, enforcegble policies. These would include driving, on-the-street
supervison, vehicle maintenance, fair and impartia investigation of accidents, and the taking of
corrective and disciplinary actions. Therefore, it has not been possble for the committee to identify
which existing driving courses were most cost-effective because so many agencies possess unique
characteristics.

The primary gods and objectives of the revison committee were to review the Guide as published in
1989 and updated in 1991 and to enhance the Guide to reflect contemporary concerns in law
enforcement driver training, especidly new technology and pursuits. The second edition of the Guide
has taken the form of a generic curriculum with learning objectives, an evaluation system, and an
ingtructor quaification process. TheinformationinthisGuideis presentedintheform of conceptsaong
with guidelines and suggestions for implementation. This information isintended to be a model for a
driver training process, not a series of standards or mandates, but a guide. Individua agencies are
responsible for reviewing their specific needs and eval uating their current driver training processin light
of the information and guidelines offered in this task force report.

The rationde for the Guide being in the form of generic information and guiddines with directions for
use is tha there are enough differences among dates and agencies to prohibit making specific
recommendations. Some of these differences include:

I Lawsgoverning emergencies and the use of srens and lights differ among the states.

I Agency policies on emergencies and pursuits differ to reflect loca needs and concerns.

I The number of ingtructiond hoursrequired to produce the samelevel of competency canvary due
to indructionda drategies, ingructor qualifications, indructor-trainee ratio, training physica plant,
qudifications of students, and other factors.

1 There are no datidtics that conclusively identify common causes of law enforcement vehicle
collisons. Consequently, we do not know if dl Statesarethesame. Therefore, adequatetraining
for one state may not be adequate for another.

This Guide identifies knowledge, skills, and abilities required for law enforcement driving but does not
mandate what level of proficiency should be attained. It does not advocate particular teaching
strategies to maximize retention or to be the most efficient. What appears in this report is not a
description of any exigting training process. It isthe product of numerous contributions. Each state or
loca agency has the respongibility for assessing its training Stuation and determining what should be
adopted from this report to meet its needs. Judtification for including or exduding any of the
information, suggestions, or examples into a ate or loca course is the responghbility of that agency.

Ray Beach, Co-Chairman
Phill Lyons, Co-Chairman
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Earl Sweeney, Project Director
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Goals and Philosophy Statement

Theinitia 1986 Task Force on Law Enforcement Driver Training, aswell asthe subsequent Committee
to update the Guide, have been formed in response to aperceived need for consistency and continuity
in law enforcement driver training. The revison committee, as well as the Task Force before it, is
guided by the law enforcement profession’'s commitment to:

1. Improving both public and officer safety, and

2. Reducing red and potentid liability threats againgt individua agencies and personnd.

These gods are to be achieved through the development of amode driver training curriculum that:

1 addresses vehicle operation in the performance of the law enforcement function

will reduce police vehicle crashes and resultant injuries and codts,

islegdly defensible (i.e, job-rdated, subject to validation);

Is sengitive to a broad spectrum of agencies or concerns,

isfeasible and cost effective;

1 canwithgand thetest of time

DISCLAIMER This document is disseminated under the sponsorship of the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration in the interest of information exchange. It is the responsibility of each agency to determine the
applicability and correctness of these guidelines for their circumstances. Neither the United States Government,
IADLEST, or members of the revision committee assumes liability for its contents or use thereof.
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